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Cores collected in the field are normally not larger than 0.15 m in diameter. However, the results of this work suggest that when this size core is used for laboratory investigations, the results may be non-conservative in that fracture permeabilities will be significantly lower than will be found in the field. If the results with an ultralarge core (0.95-m diameter) are more indicative of field conductivities for a fracture under stress, then further work is needed to determine optimum specimen size so that reliable results on flow in fractures under stress will be available. 
INTRODUCTION

Many
In experimental investigations, Eq. 4 can be used to solve for 2b, and Eq. 2 to solve for K f . Pratt et al. (1977) . Fig. 5 to demonstrate how the fracture hydraulic conductivity for these three rock specimens varied with increasing normal stress across the fractures. For the purposes of these investigations the conductivities of the intact rock are so small that they can be neglected. Note that log K^ is plotted versus log a on Fig. 5 .
DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
Results of the permeability tests are shown in
One may observe that in no case could the fractures be completely closed during the course of these experiments. This is apparent from the fact that each curve is at or approaching zero slope at some stress, which suggests that a limiting aperture was present in each case.
Note that this limiting value of fracture conductivity increased with specimen size.
The results on Fig. 5 would seem work. An additional factor is that the granites tested in the field and in the laboratory were not the same. A better comparison of in situ and laboratory methods of measuring the stress effects on fracture permeability is needed.
CONCLUSIONS
The implications of these fracture flow studies on rocks of different dimensions are important. If our first results with an ultralarge
